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ABSTRACT 

This paper reports the results of a design study conducted to refine and assess the impact of 

providing professional development to educators on the P. O. E. M. S. framework for 

comprehension instruction. The effects of receiving P.O.E.M.S. training was examined at a 

private school for elementary students with learning disabilities. High qualifies teachers (n = 6) 

were presented a one-day workshop with the option of ongoing coaching, and completed pre/post 

surveys on their sense of teaching competence (i.e., knowledge and self-efficacy) and their 

instructional planning to assess if the training had any impact. In addition, lesson plans 

developed prior and 6 weeks following training were examined to evaluate whether aspects of 

P.O.E.M.S. were reflected. Findings and implications of these activities are discussed.  
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Preparing Educators to Implement the P.O.E.M.S. Framework of Multiple Strategy 

Comprehension Instruction 

 The ability to understand and gain knowledge from text is vital for success in school and 

later in life. As students’ progress through school, the amount of text required to read and 

understand increases significantly. Those students experiencing comprehension difficulties are at 

a serious disadvantage because they are less able to process much of the information presented to 

them. The 2015 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) notes that only 36% of 

U.S. fourth graders are proficient readers, and 31% lack the basic reading skills required to 

complete grade level tasks (National Center for Education Statistics, 2015); these numbers only 

worsen for students with learning disabilities. In the 2014-2015 school year 35% of students 

receiving special education services had specific learning disabilities (SLD). This amounted to 

around 2,310,000 students from ages 3 to 21 (National Center for Educational Statistics).  

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2006) states that a SLD is “a 

disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in 

using language, spoken or written, that may manifest itself in the imperfect ability to listen, 

think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations (IDEA, 2006).” This includes 

disabilities such as dyslexia, dysgraphia and dyscalculia. These disabilities can impact a 

student’s skills in reading, writing, speaking, listening, reasoning, and even math. Specifically, 

students may have challenges with reading out loud and poor reading comprehension due to the 

SLD. Reading comprehension is incredibly important as the goal of reading is to derive meaning 

from the text. Students with learning disabilities may struggle with reading fluency which can 

further harm their comprehension. Without reading comprehension, reading can become a 

pointless drill enforced by the repetition and lack of meaning. Given the potential challenges in 
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reading comprehension students with learning disabilities face, it is important to be able to 

identify the best means of building these students comprehension skills and preparing educators 

to implement these best practices. 

Importance of explicit and multiple component comprehension instruction 

 Some best practices in comprehension instruction include implementation of direct 

instruction, teaching learning strategies, and using a sequential, simultaneous structured multi-

sensory approach (Learning Disabilities Association of America, 2014). It is important to break 

learning into small steps and monitor the progress of students to best teach to them directly. For 

students that have a SLD reading comprehension can pose a difficulty. Multiple component 

strategies give students additional support within comprehension instruction and have been 

found to have a larger effect than single comprehension strategies (Gajria, Jitendra, Sood, & 

Sacks, 2007; Wanzek et al. 2010). The National Reading Panel (2000) found that students who 

learned strategies typically outperform controls on immediate and delayed tests (NRP, 2000). 

More specifically strategy instruction has shown to improve comprehension performance, 

especially for students with learning difficulties (Berkeley, Scruggs, & Mastropieri, 2010; Gajria 

et al., 2007; Swanson Hoskyn, & Lee, 1999). One way to effectively encourage teachers to do 

this is through the use of multiple component interventions that allow for structured flexibility in 

teaching children to use these strategies. A proposal for allowing flexibility and individualization 

of the multiple component strategies is to highlight these categories for educators to use, this is 

where Carlisle and Rice’s (2002) idea of employing categories of strategies comes in.  

P.O.E.M.S.: A Multiple Component Strategy Framework 

 The P.O.E.M.S. framework adapted from Carlisle and Rice (2002) serves to provide a 

flexible, evidence-based approach for supporting the complex activity of reading comprehension. 
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This framework specifically calls for the use of evidence-based reading strategies that include 

the following five categories of comprehension strategies- Preparatory, Organizational, 

Elaborative, Metacognitive, and Summarizing.  The function of P.O.E.M.S. is to provide 

students with a variety of tools to support their engagement with the text and the ability to extract 

information from the text. In implementing P.O.E.M.S. teachers are called to ensure strategic 

support is provided to the readers throughout the comprehension lesson. Preparatory strategies 

provide an opportunity for students to review or acquire the background knowledge needed to 

engage the text (e.g., picture walks, KWL charts).  Organizational strategies (e.g., graphic 

organizers) help students who might have attention or working memory issues have a structure 

for organizing the information extracted from the text. Elaborative strategies (e.g., develop 

questions for the author or make connections with other reading or experiences) call for students 

to ‘do something’ with the knowledge gain from the reading as a means of demonstrating and 

extending the information. Metacognitive strategies (e.g., asking did that make sense at 

designated points in text, employing ‘fix-up’ strategies for unknown words) encourage student to 

self-monitor what they are reading to ensure understanding throughout the text. Carlisle and 

Rice’s presentation of this framework aligns the final category, Summarizing, with the 

Organizational strategies. The current authors chose to modify this to have Summarizing as its 

own category given the growing body of research demonstrating the importance of the being able 

to generate a good summary to the comprehension outcomes of students (Berkeley et al., 2010; 

Kim, Linan-Thompson, & Misquitta, 2012; National Reading Panel, 2000).  

In sum, the P.O.E.M.S. framework encourages teachers to develop and implement 

comprehension lessons which embed the best practices for comprehension intervention. 

Research reveals strong effects on a variety of reading measures for instruction in 
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comprehension strategies applied before, during and after reading, as well as the use of multiple 

strategy interventions such as Collaborative Strategic Reading and Reciprocal Teaching (Carlisle 

& Rice, 2002; Gajria et al., 2007; Klingner & Vaughn, 1998; Palincsar & Brown, (1984); 

Wanzek et al. 2010).  Collaborative Strategic Reading, Reciprocal Teaching, and other evidence 

based, multiple component strategies have been demonstrated to be effective in improving 

comprehension outcomes for struggling readers; but each calls for a designated set of strategies 

to be implemented. Yet, Connor, Alberto, Compton, and O’Connor (2014) report on the 

importance of teachers being able to differentiate instruction and intervention to target student’s 

skills profile in improving reading as well as the need for strategies to align with teachers 

practices and beliefs to be consistently adopted by teachers. The P.O.E.M.S. framework builds 

upon these ideals and allows flexibility in the specific strategies selected, allowing professionals 

to individualize the instruction to best meet the students’ needs and skill set, while ensuring a set 

structure of evidence-based, multiple component strategy is present in each lesson.  

Preparing Teachers to build reading comprehension 

 Aligning content to teachers’ beliefs is only one aspect to facilitating adoption of an 

instructional practice. For long-term and consistent implementation of evidence-based strategies 

trainers must work to build specialized knowledge in our teaching force (Connor, Alberto, et al., 

2014).  Spear-Swerling and colleagues (Spear-Swerling, Brucker, & Alfano, 2005; Spear-

Swerling & Zibulsky, 2013) examined the impact of teacher background knowledge, based on 

experience and course preparation, on teacher’s general knowledge and sense of competence 

regarding reading instruction, as well as the time these teachers allocated to various activities in 

their reading instruction. While these authors found teacher’s increased experience and training 

resulted in higher ratings of knowledge, teachers’ ratings still left room for growth. In addition, 
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there remained disconnect between research and practice in regards to how teachers allocated 

their instructional time, with many educators giving little to no instructional time to research-

based practices in areas such as vocabulary or comprehension instruction (Spear-Swerling and 

Zibulsky, 2013). Given these findings, Spear- Swerling and Zibulsky (2013) call for more 

targeted professional development for teachers, reflecting research-based literacy practices.  

Teachers need to have the tools to implement effective reading comprehension strategies. 

Effective models of professional development for in-service teachers includes ongoing 

interaction with the teachers, as well as individual support for teachers. Professional 

development studies support this idea, specifically Carlisle, Cortina, and Katz who looked at 

three comparison groups ranging from least to greatest support. Their work focused on one 

model strictly containing seminars for teachers, a second model with seminars and support 

evaluations for instruction and a third model that had those aspects and additionally a literacy 

coach that supported teachers’ implementation of new methods. Results revealed that teachers in 

the third model with the most intensive support were more distinguished from the teachers in the 

other two conditions. The teachers in the third model responded to the training with confidence 

and remarked that it made real changes in their instruction.  Anderson (2009) also employed a 

teacher training model with an one day workshop and monthly follow ups providing support and 

materials for the teachers. Teachers described their gains in knowledge of instruction as definite 

and it made significant changes in their instruction that was consistent with their professional 

development (Anderson, 2009). In regard to the workshop itself teachers were “positive about 

video demonstrations and ‘try it out’ activities. Teachers who did not collaborate with others 

suggested additional contact time with the professional development provider” (Anderson, 

2009).  Connor, Alberto, et al. (2014) also identified the implementation of multiple professional 
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development strategies (e.g., multiple contacts, coaching, engaging communities of practice) as a 

key component of building teachers’ competence in implementing research-based strategy 

instruction. 

The Current Study 

The purpose of this current study is to refine and assess the impact of providing 

professional development to educators on the P.O.E.M.S. framework for comprehension 

instruction on teachers’ sense of teaching competence (i.e., knowledge and self-efficacy) and 

their instructional planning. We asked three questions: Does receiving professional development 

training in the use of P.O.E.M.S. increase teacher’s sense of teaching competency and self-

efficacy in implementing comprehension instruction for students with learning disabilities? Does 

receiving training in the use of P.O.E.M.S. result in changes in teachers lesson planning and 

development? What features of the P.O.E.M.S. training teachers find most impactful? A 

measurement of the effectiveness of these questions was by a survey pre- and post-study, 

examination of lesson plans pre and post and a follow up interview and support. During this 

training teachers learned how to implement P.O.E.M.S. and had opportunities crafting lessons 

which will best suit their learners and instructional content using the P.O.E.M.S. framework. 

Researchers also offered ongoing support to facilitate classroom implementation of P.O.E.M.S. 

Methods 

Participants/setting 

This study’s participants included all (n = 6) instructors at a local private elementary 

school for kids with learning differences. Most of the teachers (5 of 6) hold graduate degrees and 

4/6 have taught for more than 10 years. All teachers had the opportunity to receive training as 

part of their school’s professional development day. The participants participated in a six hour 
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professional development training session required by their school administrator. Prior to the 

training the teachers received information of the study and given the opportunity to participate in 

the study or not. In the information provided was the purpose of the study and procedures 

(Appendix A Section II). The instructors who agreed, completed a paper and pencil survey 

regarding their knowledge. The teachers were also given a survey prior to training asking their 

efficacy and knowledge. Teacher efficacy had a mean of 5.54 out of 6. Their knowledge had a 

mean of 5.30 out of 6.  

Measures 

 Surveys. A set of surveys were created to assess the following: teacher background and 

demographics, teacher knowledge and efficacy, teacher feedback post training, and a staff 

development standards checklist. The background survey (Appendix B Section I) consisted of 

three multiple choice questions. The teacher efficacy survey (Appendix B Section II) contained 

eight questions that allowed teachers to rate their answer on a scale of one to six. Teacher 

knowledge (Appendix B Section III) was assessed through twenty questions where teachers were 

able to rate their responses on a scale of one to six. Additionally there was a free response 

question at the end allowing teachers to write about their thoughts on what they would like to 

learn. The post training survey (Appendix B Section IV) consisted of similar questions to the pre 

training survey, there were ten questions with the similar rating scale of one to six. Finally there 

was a staff development standards checklist (Appendix B Section V) that gave participants the 

opportunity to rate the training on a four part scale in eight questions and four open ended 

explanation questions. Each of these surveys were administered to participants at the school. 

 Lesson Plan Rubric (Appendix B Section V) Researchers also developed a rubric to 

score lesson plans collected from teachers prior to training and following training and six weeks 
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to engage coaching. The rubric contained 14 expectations that were either met, somewhat met, or 

did not meet expectations.  

Procedures 

The training occurred on the same day as the study introduction. Training lasted 

approximately 6 hours (plus a one hour break for lunch) and covered the following topics:  

• What is comprehension and what does it entail?  

• Theory and frameworks related to comprehension  

• Evidence based methods of instruction in reading comprehension/P.O.E.M.S. (See 

Table 1)  

• Lesson planning and text selection (See Table 2) 

• Putting it all together to create effective reading comprehension lessons  

To evaluate the impact of the training on the teachers’ lesson planning, the director of the 

school provided copies of lesson plans from extant data collected during the prior semester for 

examination of the comprehension strategies employed. Researchers followed up via email with 

instructors who agreed to participate in the study to offer opportunities for ongoing support in 

implementing P.O.E.M.S. between weeks 2-4 of the semester. Six weeks following the training, 

the researchers collected lesson plans from the director to examine the employment of the 

P.O.E.M.S. framework, and whether there were substantive differences in the reading lessons 

developed post training.  

 Researchers conducted individual interviews of teachers and the school administrator by 

the researchers at the conclusion of the study (weeks 6-8) to evaluate their perceptions of the 

P.O.E.M.S. strategy and training, and its impact on their knowledge and praxis related to 

comprehension instruction.  
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Results 

Teacher Competency 

The first research question asked, does receiving training in the use of P.O.E.M.S. 

increase teachers’ sense of teaching competency in implementing comprehension instruction for 

students with learning disabilities? In this study we found that due to competency levels being 

high at pretest, average 5/6, we were not able to document much growth quantitatively between 

pre and post survey. 

Lesson Plan Development 

 The second research question asked, does receiving training in the use of P.O.E.M.S. 

result in changes in teacher’s lesson planning and development? Unfortunately, the lesson plans 

acquired before and after the training lacked sufficient detail to apply the developed rubric. That 

is they were more materials with supporting comments on how they would be implemented. 

Given this, we were unable to track specific data change on the development of the lesson plans. 

Effectiveness of Training 

 The third question was what features of the P.O.E.M.S. training did the teachers find 

most impactful and how could the training be improved? In the post treatment surveys 

participants were asked to provide a rating of one to three regarding features of the training (See 

Table 3). Overall, teachers rated the training favorably. The highest rated aspects of the training 

were the alignment with teaching goals at a 3/3, encouragement to create a supporting learning 

environment at a 3/3 and encouragement to hold high expectations for students also at a 3/3. 

 Teachers were also interviewed by one of the investigators in a one to one format. Each 

teacher was asked four questions and their responses were noted. Transcriptions of their 

responses were then given to a set of trained research assistants who coded key themes across 
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responses. See Table 4 for details on the questions and themes. Overall, the teachers found the 

training to build on their knowledge. The key takeaways were regarding the importance of 

vocabulary and having the P.O.E.M.S. frame to help direct their thinking around comprehension 

instruction. Improvements they suggested included making the training shorter or across multiple 

sessions, offering at a different time of year (rather than the few days right before school begins), 

and increase the amount of modeling and examples provided. 

Discussion 

 The driving question for this study became the third question which stated, what features 

of the P.O.E.M.S. training did teachers find most impactful and how could the training be 

improved. The interviews allowed researchers to see a few themes including the ability of this 

multi component strategy to add to what they already do in the classroom. Researchers did not 

introduce a brand new concept that was foreign to them, but rather encouraged them to think 

about key strategies and pieces of comprehension lessons to increase student learning. The most 

useful part of the training for the participants was the vocabulary strategies discussed as well as 

the multitude of other tools given concerning each category of P.O.E.M.S. Reading 

comprehension is addressed further throughout each year of schooling for a typical student. This 

equates to a need for teachers to be able to seamlessly and effectively teach strategies for 

students to use while reading. The training had some limitations and the future implications 

could shed light on how teachers could integrate reading comprehension strategies into their 

already teaching materials. 

Limitations 

 In this study researchers looked at the examination of whether P.O.E.M.S. was presented 

in the lesson plan or addressed in the training discussion, but they were not able to see how well 
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these strategies were implemented in the classroom itself. This made it difficult to clearly assess 

the impact of the training as there was no evidence of implementation of P.O.E.M.S. in the 

classroom. Furthermore, ongoing coaching was offered to teachers but not taken advantage of. 

The concept of ongoing coaching post professional development typically is beneficial and 

would likely be implemented in a future study. Additionally, there were limited details in the 

lesson plans the evaluation of this development became a challenge. Additionally due to the 

small sample size of competent and experienced teachers their ability to document a change in 

competency hit the ceiling as most participants began the study with 6/6 competency. They 

described how “They should not be a teacher at that school if they did not feel fully competent. 

There was no means to detect growth on teacher competence measures due to this ceiling effect. 

Implications 

As for next steps we hope to refine the professional development and evaluations to 

improve training and encourage implementation. This training could have been done at a 

different time of the year such as mid semester so that researchers could observe reading lessons 

in the fall semester and then spend the spring semester coaching teachers. Ongoing coaching is 

extremely beneficial and while it is costly, of time, money and resources it would be interesting 

to see the direct results of it. It would also be interesting to conduct this training with a larger 

sample in a more traditional educational setting. By doing this researchers would be able to fish 

out the effect on teachers’ efficacy as well as their knowledge. It could also allow for streamlined 

results where researchers could see a larger trend on effectiveness.  

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to help teachers acquire a better understanding of how to 

effectively implement a flexible, evidence based comprehension intervention for students with 
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learning difficulties, determine how best to approach this providing teachers with this specialized 

knowledge and assess the impact the dissemination of this knowledge. Though we were unable 

to assess the impact on teacher’s self-efficacy or lesson plan development, teachers’ did report 

that the training helped them to be most reflective and strategic about their comprehension 

instructional practices.  
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Table 1. P.O.E.M.S. Strategies and Resources 

Category Example of Strategies Resources 

Preparatory • KWL 

• Picture walk 

• Making predictions 

• Setting goals 

• Activation of prior knowledge 

http://www.readingrockets.org/article/strate

gies-promote-comprehension 

Organizational • Graphic organizers 

• Story maps 

• Semantic Mapping 

https://powerupwhatworks.org/strategy-

guide/semantic-mapping 

 

https://www.readinga-

z.com/comprehension/reading-graphic-

organizers/ 

Elaborative • Question the author 

• QAR, Questioning 

• Making it personal 

• Alternate endings 

• Compare & contrast 

• Cause & effect 

http://www.readingrockets.org/strategies/qu

estion_answer_relationship 

 

http://www.readwritethink.org/professional

-development/strategy-guides/making-

connections-30659.html 

Metacognitive • Clarifying 

• Self-monitoring 

• Asking “Did that make sense?” 

• Think Aloud 

http://www.readingrockets.org/strategies/thi

nk_alouds 

 

http://www.pbisworld.com/tier-2/self-

monitoring/ 

Summarizing • Paraphrasing 

• “Get the gist” 

• Retelling 

• Paragraph shrinking 

https://www.scholastic.com/teachers/blog-

posts/john-depasquale/sensational-

summarizing-strategies/ 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.readingrockets.org/article/strategies-promote-comprehension
http://www.readingrockets.org/article/strategies-promote-comprehension
https://powerupwhatworks.org/strategy-guide/semantic-mapping
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https://www.readinga-z.com/comprehension/reading-graphic-organizers/
https://www.readinga-z.com/comprehension/reading-graphic-organizers/
https://www.readinga-z.com/comprehension/reading-graphic-organizers/
http://www.readingrockets.org/strategies/question_answer_relationship
http://www.readingrockets.org/strategies/question_answer_relationship
http://www.readwritethink.org/professional-development/strategy-guides/making-connections-30659.html
http://www.readwritethink.org/professional-development/strategy-guides/making-connections-30659.html
http://www.readwritethink.org/professional-development/strategy-guides/making-connections-30659.html
http://www.readingrockets.org/strategies/think_alouds
http://www.readingrockets.org/strategies/think_alouds
http://www.pbisworld.com/tier-2/self-monitoring/
http://www.pbisworld.com/tier-2/self-monitoring/
https://www.scholastic.com/teachers/blog-posts/john-depasquale/sensational-summarizing-strategies/
https://www.scholastic.com/teachers/blog-posts/john-depasquale/sensational-summarizing-strategies/
https://www.scholastic.com/teachers/blog-posts/john-depasquale/sensational-summarizing-strategies/
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Table 2. Preparing for Comprehension Instruction 

Steps Tasks/Points for Reflection 

 

1 

 

Determine the Important Concept 

• What do you want students to remember about this topic? 

• What skill do you want students to learn from this lesson? 

 

2 

 

Identify Text 

• Which texts support the enduring concepts? 

• Which texts are just challenging enough to promote growth?  

 

3 

 

Know Your Outcome 

• What do you want students to be able to do at the end of the lesson or unit? 

• Be specific - what format, types of questions or prompts will be used and when 

will it be given?  

 

4 

 

Identify Important Vocabulary 

• What words are central to the text’s meaning and are likely not known?  

• What words offer practice at using context and morphological analysis skills?  

 

5 

 

Chunk the Text 

• Where are good places to stop, ask key questions, and discuss? 

• Provide more texts as students gain expertise and reduce amount of text when 

they have difficulty.  
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6 

 

Select Comprehension Strategies 

• What do you want students to be able to do with the text? 

• Support student weaknesses by providing a mix of different strategies in a unit. 

Incorporate one strategy from each of the five general classes of strategies 

(P.O.E.M.S.) 

– Preparatory (Supports background knowledge and vocabulary 

development) 

– Organizational (Supports attention and working memory) 

– Elaborative (Supports inference or demonstrates understanding) 

– Metacognitive (Supports comprehension monitoring and executive 

functioning) 

– Summarizing (Supports knowledge acquisition and synthesis) 

 

7 

 

Consider Text Challenges 

• Local-Level: pronoun resolution, figurative language, syntax, argument overlap 

• Global or Macro-Level: text purpose, text features, text structure, genre  

 

8 

 

Use Graduated Release of Responsibility 

• I do, we do, you do 

• Think carefully how you will model the strategy and slowly allow the students 

to take ownership of it. 

 

9 

 

Monitoring Progress 

• When will you assess and provide specific feedback? How do you know it’s 

time to fade a strategy and add another one?  

• Make sure students are aware of their goals and progress. 
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Table 3. Teacher ratings on the effectiveness of the training. 

DID THE TRAINING… M (range) 

 
Align with your teaching goals? 3 (3-3) 

Provide multiple sources of information to demonstrate its’ impact? 2.67 (2-3) 

Employ strategies/activities to facilitate your learning? 2.67 (2-3) 

Allow opportunities for active participation in the learning process? 2.17 (2-3) 

Deepen your current knowledge? 2.67 (2-3) 

Provide you with research-based instructional strategies to assist in 

meeting rigorous academic standards for your students? 

2.83 (2-3) 

Encourage you to create a supporting learning environment for your 

students? 

3 (3-3) 

Encourage you to hold high expectations for your students’? 3 (3-3) 
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Table 4. Themes for teacher interviews 

Question Themes 

1. Did you use what you learned in this 

training in your class? How? 

Adding to what we already do 

Importance of vocabulary; (gave more time to 

intentional vocabulary instruction). 

2. What was the most useful part of this 

training? Why? 

Vocabulary 

Strategies  

Helped direct thinking 

Gave another tool 

3. What was the least useful part of the 

training? Why? 

Length of time of training. 

Time of year offered. 

4. What additional training/support do you 

feel you need? 

Model lesson 

More examples/collaboration/coaching. 
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Appendix A 

Section I IRB Materials 
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Section II Consent Form 

 
Texas Christian University 

Fort Worth, Texas  
 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
 
Title of Research:  Preparing Educators to Implement P.O.E.M.S. 
 
Funding Agency/Sponsor:  ANSERS Institute 
 
Study Investigators:  Endia J. Lindo, Ph.D. (PI); Hannah Heurlin  
 
What is the purpose of the research?   
 
The purpose of this study is to examine the impact of training on a framework (P. O. E. M. S.) 
for implementing comprehension strategy instruction on educators’ knowledge, sense of 
effectiveness in teaching, and skill in planning comprehension lessons.  
 
How many people will participate in this study?   
Approximately, eight teachers will participate in this study. 
 
What is my involvement for participating in this study?   
Participating in this study involves completing two surveys, engaging in comprehension 
instruction professional development, and an exit interview. You may also choose to engage in 
1 to 2 hours of instructional coaching to facilitate use of P.O.E.M.S. 
 
How long am I expected to be in this study for and how much of my time is required? 
Participation in this study will take between 6.5 to 9 hours (i.e., 6.5 on Day 1 and up to 2 more 
hours of instructional coaching for those teachers who request the ongoing support with the 
month following training, and 30 minutes for closing interview regarding your experience).  
 
What are the risks of participating in this study and how will they be minimized? 
The procedures used in this study are commonly used in literacy, professional development and 
survey research, and are not believed to pose any serious risk or inconveniences to you. The 
potential risks involved in this study may include the inconvenience of time spent learning the 
instructional strategy, and completing surveys and interview. All responses will remain 
confidential. 
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What are the benefits for participating in this study? 
The project may benefit you by enhancing your knowledge and skill in how to support the 

development of comprehension skills in your students. This research may also benefit the 

broader education field by yielding a better understanding of how to effectively implement a 

flexible, evidence based comprehension intervention for students with learning difficulties. 

 
Will I be compensated for participating in this study? 
No compensation will be rewarded for participation in the study.  

 
What is an alternate procedure(s) that I can choose instead of participating in this study? 
Those teachers who choose not to participate in the study will still receive the training, but not 
will not be asked to engage in ongoing support or complete posttreatment surveys or 
interviews. 
 
How will my confidentiality be protected? 
Only researchers will have access to the data during collection and analysis and all data, and 

information will be strictly confidential. Names will be changed, and any identifiable 

information will be removed to protect the individuals’ confidentiality. Data collected for this 

study will be stored in password protected computer files that only the researchers will be able to 

access. Hard copies of data will be secured and stored in the principal investigator’s office at 

TCU and disposed of at the end of the study. Signed consent forms will be kept in a locked filing 

cabinet in the principal investigator’s office for at least three years.  

 
Is my participation voluntary? 
Yes, your participation is voluntary. 
 
Can I stop taking part in this research? 
Yes, you may withdraw from this study at any time prior to final analysis. 
 
What are the procedures for withdrawal? 
You can withdraw from the study by emailing the faculty researcher, Endia Lindo 

(e.lindo@tcu.edu). After you inform the investigator of your desire to withdraw, you will no 

longer be a participant in the study.  

 
Will I be given a copy of the consent document to keep? 
Yes, you will be provided with a copy of your singed consent. 
 
Who should I contact if I have questions regarding the study? 
Endia Lindo: e.lindo@tcu.edu OR Hannah Heulin: Hannah.Heulin@tcu.edu 

 
Who should I contact if I have concerns regarding my rights as a study participant?  
Dr. Dennis Cheek, Chair, TCU Institutional Review Board, Phone 817 257-6741. 
Dr. Bonnie Melhart, TCU Research Integrity Office, Telephone 817-257-7104. 
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Your signature below indicates that you have read or been read the information provided 
above, you have received answers to all of your questions and have been told who to call if you 
have any more questions, you have freely decided to participate in this research, and you 
understand that you are not giving up any of your legal rights.  
 
 
Participant Name (please print): _________________________________________________ 
 
 
Participant Signature: ________________________________            Date:______________ 
 
 
Investigator Name (please print):________________________________Date:______________ 
 
 
Investigator Signature: ________________________________            Date:______________



 

Appendix B- Research Measures 

Section I Teacher Background and Demographic Survey  ID#_______________ 

This questionnaire is designed to gather information regarding your background knowledge and 

experience regarding comprehension intervention. Your responses will be kept strictly 

confidential. Thank you for your time. 

 

Section I- Background Information  

Instructions: Complete the following section by providing information about yourself.  

 

1. What degrees have you earned? (Check all that apply.)  

_____ a. Bachelor's degree  

_____ b. Master's degree  

_____ d. Doctoral Degree  

_____ e. Other certificate/endorsement (please specify): 

________________________________________________________ 

 

2. What certifications or licensures do you hold? (Check all that apply.) 

_____ a. General Education (early childhood)   _____ d. ESL or 

Bilingual 

_____ b. General Education (elementary)    _____ e. Special 

Education  

_____ c. General Education (middle or secondary)   _____ f. Educational 

Diagnostician 

_____ g. Other (please indicate) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

3. How many years have you taught prior to this school year? ____________ 

_____ a. Less than 5 years   

_____ b. 5-10 years     

_____ c. More than 10 years. 

  



 

Section II – Teacher Efficacy 
 

Instructions: Read each question and decide how much you can do in these areas using the 

following scale. (Circle the number corresponding to your response.) 

 

 

1= Nothing  2 = Very little  3 = Some  4 = Quite a bit  5 = A 

great deal 6 = All of it 

 

How much can you do to . . .  

1. get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students?     

 1     2      3     4     5    6 

2. incorporate appropriate content and materials for students with learning difficulties?   

 1     2      3     4     5    6 

3. determine appropriate instruction according to the student's language ability and special 

need? 1     2      3     4     5    6 

4. adapt and modify lessons for students?          

 1     2      3     4     5    6 

5. improve the academic achievement of students with reading difficulties?    

 1     2      3     4     5    6 

6. determine the needs of students who have reading difficulties?     

 1     2      3     4     5    6 

7. evaluate the academic performance of students who have learning differences?   

 1     2      3     4     5    6 

8. match instruction with the students’ learning preference to enhance their learning?  

 1     2      3     4     5    6 

  



 

Section III – Teacher Knowledge* 
 

Please rate the following areas of knowledge using the rubric below:  

 
Rubric:  

1. I am not sufficiently knowledgeable about the topic, and need to learn more about it.  

2. I am somewhat knowledgeable about the topic, BUT need to know more about current evidence-

based practices and trends related to the topic.  

3. I am knowledgeable about current evidence-based practices and trends related to the topic, BUT 

need to learn more about how to implement them.  

4. I am knowledgeable about implementing current evidence-based practices and trends related to 

the topic, BUT need to learn how to differentiate for various learners.  

5.  I am experienced in implementing evidence-based practices and trends related to the topic in 

literacy block, BUT need to build my knowledge and skills about the topic across content areas. 

6.  I am experienced about implementing and sharing my knowledge of evidence-based practices 

and trends related to the topic in more than one content area, and am confident that I can apply 

similar skills in additional content areas.  

 
Developing students’ . . . 

1. oral language skills through discussion and dialogue        
  1   2   3   4   5   6 
2. speaking, listening, reading and writing vocabularies       
  1   2   3   4   5   6 
3. text comprehension skills (e.g., predicting, making inferences, retelling, and summarizing) 
   1   2   3   4   5   6  
4. phonological awareness, including sensitivity to syllables, onsets and rimes, and 
phonemes    1   2   3   4   5   6 
5. letter-name and letter-sound knowledge         
  1   2   3   4   5   6 
6. ability to decode using sound-by sound decoding and larger-unit decoding    
   1   2   3   4   5   6 
7. word identification skills including chunks, roots, bases, prefixes, suffixes, etc.   
  1   2   3   4   5   6 
8. store of words recognized automatically, by sight        
  1   2   3   4   5   6 
9. reading fluency (including accuracy, rate, and expression)     

  1   2   3   4   5   6   
10. metacognitive reading skills          
  1   2   3   4   5   6 

 
 
 
 
 



 

Please rate the following areas of knowledge using the rubric below: 

 
Rubric:  

1. I am not sufficiently knowledgeable about the topic, and need to learn more about it.  

 

2. I am somewhat knowledgeable about the topic, BUT need to know more about current evidence-

based practices and trends related to the topic.  

 

3. I am knowledgeable about current evidence-based practices and trends related to the topic, BUT 

need to learn more about how to implement them.  

 

4. I am knowledgeable about implementing current evidence-based practices and trends related to 

the topic, BUT need to learn how to differentiate for various learners.  

 

5.  I am experienced in implementing evidence-based practices and trends related to the topic in 

literacy block, BUT need to build my knowledge and skills about the topic across content areas. 

 

6.  I am experienced about implementing and sharing my knowledge of evidence-based practices 

and trends related to the topic in more than one content area, and am confident that I can apply 

similar skills in additional content areas.  

 
Understanding and engaging . . . 

11. theories about literacy and the implications of low levels of literacy     
  1   2   3   4   5   6 
12. specific cognitive strategies to promote students’ literacy development in the core 
content areas    1   2   3   4   5   6  
13. specific teaching practices that promote the development of multiple comprehension 
strategies    1   2   3   4   5   6 
14. students in problem solving methodologies through dialogue, discussion, and project-
based learning 1   2   3   4   5   6 
15. content area/discipline-specific assessment practices       
  1   2   3   4   5   6 
16. interpreting diagnostic tools used to differentiate instruction and adapt to individual 
student needs   1   2   3   4   5   6 
17. multiple classroom strategies and instructional practices that scaffold learning for 
diverse learners   1   2   3   4   5   6 
18. employing flexible classroom grouping structures (including partner shares, cooperative 
groups, etc.)  1   2   3   4   5   6 
19. analysis and selection of text materials that meet the needs of a diverse classroom 
population  1   2   3   4   5   6  
20. building classroom libraries representing a variety of genres/interests and link to 
multiple reading levels 1   2   3   4   5   6 
 



 

After reviewing and reflecting on your answers above, please share (in a brief paragraph, 
bullets, or list) your thoughts about what you would like to know more about in order to best 
serve your needs.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Adapted from Buehl, D., Conley, M., Henriques, A., Ippolito, J. Kral, C., Lodermeier. C., Pimentel, S., Roller, C., & Walpole, S. (2009). Self-
Assessment for Elementary Literacy Coaches 

  



 

Section IV Post Training Feedback Form 

Please circle your responses. 

 

1. How much of the subject matter covered in this training did you already know when you 
attended?  

(1) Nothing (2) Very little  (3) Some  (4) Quite a bit  (5) A 

great deal (6) All of it 

 

Please rate the following areas of knowledge using the rubric below: 

 

1= Strongly Disagree      2 = Somewhat Disagree      3 = Disagree 4 = Somewhat Agree    

5 = Agree 6 = A Strongly Agree 

 

2. The training was offered at a time of year that was convenient for me.   
 1   2   3   4   5   6 
3. The training was suitable for my level of experience.      
 1   2   3   4   5   6 
4. Attending the training was worth my time.       
 1   2   3   4   5   6 
5. The training made me think.         
 1   2   3   4   5   6 
6. I expect to use things I learned at the training in my classes during the upcoming school year. 
 1   2   3   4   5   6 
7. I expect my teaching to improve as result of the training.      
 1   2   3   4   5   6 
8. The training will help me to identify struggling learners.      
 1   2   3   4   5   6 
9. I expect my students’ performance to improve as a result of my attending the training.  
 1   2   3   4   5   6 
10. I would recommend this training to other teachers or school staff.    
 1   2   3   4   5   6 
 
** Adapted from Southwest Educational Development Laboratory Research and Evaluation Services (2006). Professional Development Teacher 
Participation Survey. Austin, TX: Southwest Educational Development Laboratory. 
  



 

Section V Lesson Plan Rating Scale  

 Meets 

expectations 
Somewhat 

meets 

expectations 

Below 

expectations 

Students are informed of the strategies being 

learned/practiced in the lesson. (Name 

Strategy/ies) 

   

What instructor wants students to learn/remember 

is clearly represented. (Goals clearly specified.) 
   

Evidence of gradual release (model-lead-practice) 

are present. 

   

All phases of instruction are sufficiently detailed 

and appropriate for student populations. (warm-

up, explicit lesson, review) 

   

Important vocabulary is highlighted.    

Text engaged supports leaning objectives.    

Considerations of how instructor will support 

students in engaging the text is present. 
   

Multiple, evidence-based strategies reflected.    

-Preparatory (Supports background 

knowledge and vocabulary 

development) 

   

-Organizational (Supports working 

memory) 

   

-Elaborative (Supports inference)    

-Metacognitive (Supports 

comprehension monitoring and 

executive functioning) 

   

-Summarizing (Supports knowledge 

acquisition and synthesis) 
   

Lesson designated when instructor will assess and 

provide specific feedback. Monitor progress. 
   

 



 

Section VI Staff Development Standards Checklist: Administrators 
 

Did the training . . . Fully  Partially  Limitedly  Not 

Align with your school’s goals?     

Provide multiple sources of information to 
demonstrate its impact? 

    

Employ learning strategies/activities 
appropriate for the intended goal? 

    

Deepen educators’ content knowledge?     

Provide educators with research-based 
instructional strategies to assist in meeting 
rigorous academic standards? 

    

Encourage educators to create a supportive 
learning environment for students? 

    

Encourage educators to hold high 
expectations for their students’? 

    

Effectively engage participants?     

Include follow-up activities that were 
appropriate, supportive, and effective. 

    

 

 

Do you believe the P.O.E.M.S. training has had an impact on your teachers?  
 
 
Do you believe the P.O.E.M.S. training has had an impact on your students? 
 
 
What was the most useful part of this training? Why? 
 
 
What was the least useful part of the training? Why? 
 
 
What additional activities and/or approaches would you suggest for future professional 
development?  



 

Section VII Staff Development Standards Checklist: Educators 
 

Did the training . . . Fully  Partially  Limitedly  Not 

Align with my teaching goals?     

Provide you multiple sources of information 
to demonstrate its impact? 

    

Employ strategies/activities to facilitate your 
learning? 

    

Allowed opportunities for active 
participation in the learning process? 

    

     

Deepen your content knowledge?     

Provide you with research-based 
instructional strategies to assist in meeting 
rigorous academic standards for your 
students? 

    

Encourage you to create a supportive learning 
environment for students? 

    

Encourage you to hold high expectations for 
your students’? 

    

 

 

Did you use what you learned in this training in your class? How? 
 
 
What was the most useful part of this training? Why? 
 
 
What was the least useful part of the training? Why? 
 
 
What additional training/support do you feel you need? 


